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" Case Summary: Wallace v Korean Air Lines, Inc.
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" Wallace v Korean Air Lines, Inc., 214 F.3d 293 (2nd Cir. 2000)

? Ibid.

} Article 17 of Convention for the Unification of Certain Rules Relating to International Transportation by Air, Oct. 12, 1929
* Air France v. Saks, 470 U.S. 392 (1985)
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> Wallace v Korean Air Lines.
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¢ Wallace v. Korean Air, No. 98 Civ. 1039, 1999 WL 187213 *4 (S.D.N.Y. Apr. 6,1999)



